As national headlines highlight ethical breeches at the very top of our military structure, others have documented a concern about undue religious persuasion in the military. In the wake of alleged religious infractions, Air Force Instruction 1-1 was published with a paragraph entitled, "Government Neutrality Regarding Religion." This paragraph discourages leaders from openly practicing and referencing religion. There seems to be a disconnect-we are attempting to reduce religious discourse and effects as incidents of moral indiscipline rise. Our history documents religious influence in the lives of statesmen at the helm of a fledgling nation. Our legal environment has changed drastically since that time and now fuels restrictions on open religious expression and practice. This paper reviews the historical legal context, examines certain friction points within the AFI, and analyzes Title 10 responsibilities. This analysis recommends rescinding the religious neutrality paragraph in the AFI. Accountability of commanders should not require increasingly restrictive policies that inhibit judgment and constitutional freedoms, and may not fit specific situations.
Analysis of AFI 1-1 Government Neutrality Regarding Religion
It is in the national interest that personnel serving in the Armed Forces be protected in the realization and development of mora, spiritual, and religious values consistent with the religious beliefs of the individuals concerned. To this end, it is the duty of commanding officers in every echelon to develop to the highest degree the conditions and influences calculated to promote health, morals, and spiritual values of the personnel under their command.
-General George C. Force Sued Over Religion," "Air Force Academy Staff Found Promoting Religion," and "Naval Academy Urged to Drop Prayer" all showed up as national news. 3 There seems to be a disconnect-we are attempting to reduce or rid ourselves of the effects of religion as our incidents of moral indiscipline rise. Our governmental institutions seem to view many religious issues as separate from institutional concerns over morality and ethics. The back lash or result of the religious fouls called above has been explicit instruction codified in Air Force Doctrine that prohibits religious speech by leaders.
For the first time in history Air Force Instruction (AFI) 1-1 has been issued and includes paragraph: 2.11. Government Neutrality Regarding Religion. This paragraph states:
Leaders at all levels must balance constitutional protections for an individual's free exercise of religion or other personal beliefs and the constitutional prohibition against governmental establishment of religion. For example, they must avoid the actual or apparent use of their position to promote their personal religious beliefs to their subordinates or to 2 extend preferential treatment for any religion. Commanders or supervisors who engage in such behavior may cause members to doubt their impartiality and objectivity. The potential result is a degradation of the unit's morale, good order, and discipline. Airmen, especially commanders and supervisors, must ensure that in exercising their right of religious free expression they do not degrade morale, good order, and discipline in the Air Force or degrade the trust and confidence that the public has in the United States Air Force. 4 This stands in stark contrast to an earlier mandate:
All Chaplains are to perform divine service tomorrow, and on every succeeding Sunday, with their respective brigades and regiments, where the situation will possibility admit of it: And the commanding officers of corps are to see that they attend; themselves, with officers of all ranks, setting the example. The Commander in Chief expects an exact compliance with this order, and that it be observed in future as an invariable rule of practice. And every neglect will be considered not only a breach of orders, but a disregard to decency, virtue and religion. This was issued by General Washington as general orders of June 28, 1777.
Both orders are mandatory compliance orders. The first and most recent order asserts that compliance is mandatory for morale, good order, and discipline and has an underlying assumption that neutrality about God and religious teachings is conducive to those descriptions. The second order issued in our country's infancy claimed that compliance would be congruent with decency, virtue, and religion. In the modern era plagued by an epidemic in sexual abuse among military members, record-setting suicide events, and frequent senior leader ethical failures, it strikes a note of irony that religious behavior is the main thrust of brand new prohibitions codified by the former Chief of Staff of the Air Force. Certainly there is great concern on both sides of the issue of religious freedom in America and in our institutions, both private and governmental. This concern is in plain view on a billboard rented outside the Air Force It is unsurprising that "separation of church and state" is not found in the constitution or in any of the constitutional debates. 12 Sometimes termed a "misleading metaphor based on bad history" the concept of total separation has nonetheless gained traction today. 13 Since AFI 1-1 refers to the constitution twice in setting up the "Government Neutrality on Religion," it begs further analysis of the development of this concept.
Jefferson's Phrase
The "separation of church and state" phrase was first used by Thomas Jefferson in 1802 in a letter to the Danbury Baptists two days before he attended worship services in the US Capitol, a habit he continued throughout his presidency. 14 The Danbury
Baptists, a religious minority, feared coercion from the government to support other Christian denominations besides their own and articulated that fear to the new president. 15 Jefferson assured them that the First Amendment erected a "wall of separation between church and state." 16 In this way he notified the group that the federal government was interdicted from religious jurisdiction. Never did he indicate that church should not or would not be influential over government or its institutions.
Jefferson made this clear when he wrote:
I consider the government of the United States as interdicted from intermeddling with religious institutions, their doctrines, discipline, or exercises. This results from the provision that no law shall be made respecting the establishment of religion or the free exercise thereof, but also from that which reserves to the states the powers not delegated to the United States. Certainly, no power to prescribe any religious exercise or to assume authority in any religious discipline has been delegated to the General Government. It must then rest with the States. The courts began in earnest to turn away from that rendering of the constitution in Everson v. Board of Education of 1947. 29 The "impregnable wall" of separation was to make its way into the common metaphor of constitutional understanding from 1962's Engel v. Vital onward. 30 The Vital case was the first case prohibiting school prayer on the grounds of the "wall of separation," turning away from more than one hundred years of opposite practice and precedence.
Many legal and historical scholars today seek to document a far different U.S.
history, where founders were largely a-religious and devoted to ensuring absolute religious neutrality in all government. Steven Green argues that the founders were influenced first and foremost by enlightenment rationality. 31 Noll, Hatch, and Marsden claim that the founders may have participated in a Christian culture, but that they approached government with liberal ideals. 32 Joseph Ellis writes that Washington led the republic based on deist traditions, not religious faith. 33 As the preceding review has shown, these perspectives can be problematic regarding both the lives of the founders and the original intent of the constitution. He is the best friend to American liberty who is the most sincere and active in promoting true and undefiled religion, and who sets himself with the greatest firmness to bear down profanity and immorality of every kind. Whoever is an avowed enemy of God, I scruple not to call him an enemy to his country. subordinates that he does not believe in God and therefore they should not feel they need to believe either? Because this is not the background within which the AFI prohibition arose, it is unlikely that that was a concern. Many might argue that the above statements may be covered by general prohibitions regarding good order and discipline. Why then a special statute specifying religious speech (and that only) as possibly demoralizing? Laws or policy in the government need to be "content neutral."
Governmental action targeting religion or religious speech is generally prohibited.
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According to current case law, in order for a policy or law to be considered religiously neutral, it usually cannot target religion or religious speech by itself without some "compelling governmental interest." 57 When free speech claims come into conflict with the government's prohibition against the "establishment clause" in religious cases, the basis for decision many times rests upon tests of "coercion" or upon whether or not the speaker is thought to be in an "official capacity." Still, one might argue the same thing regarding anti-religious speech that has not been specifically prohibited.
When looking at this friction and using an "official capacity" ruling, the court will determine whether the employee endorsing religion by engaging in the religious speech is reasonably perceived by an objective listener as acting in an individual or private capacity, or in an official capacity and thereby coercing or endorsing religion. 58 Using this precedent, the Air Force had previously issued Air Force Interim Guidelines which instructed supervisors about their "responsibility to ensure their words and actions cannot reasonably be construed as . . . official endorsement" of religion. 59 These guidelines are also in contrast to the tradition of invocations at official military functions.
The Air Force Interim Guidelines allow for non-denominational prayer at "military ceremonies or events of special importance" as long as its primary purpose is "not the advancement of religious beliefs." 60 When held up against Wallace v. Jaffree where a moment of silence in public schools was prohibited because it had a "religious purpose," humbly to supplicate the mercy of Almighty God." 63 Such an order would be outlawed under our current policy. Truly, the courts goal of neutrality between religion and nonreligion has been difficult to consistently apply and has led to much confusion about First Amendment protections. So much has been made out of neutrality (which dissenting court opinions have called hostility toward religion) that it is easy to understand why so many do not think that religious speech and freedoms enjoy any special protection under our constitution. 64 The concept of holding religious freedoms in no higher regard than non-religious freedoms was proposed by the Obama Administration and recently taken to the Supreme Court. Their argument lost in a 9-0 ruling. 65 The administration's lawyers took the position that there should be no "ministerial exception" on religious-freedom grounds, for employers in religious institutions, from federal anti-discrimination laws.
Church schools and other religious institutions, they argued, have only as much protection as non-religious groups do on "freedom of association" grounds. This was an assumption that the religion clause of the First Amendment added no ground whatsoever for a unique religious freedom claim. The Supreme Court thought the Obama Justice Department's view was "remarkable," "untenable," and "hard to square
with the text of the First Amendment itself." 66 In other words, trying to impose more freedoms for non-religious views than religious views is completely adverse to the founder's vision, intent, and even the text itself and therefore void of any constitutional support. That said, this has not been the consistent understanding by our court system to date which easily leads to the administration's confusing position.
For example, public schools in New York can display Jewish and Islamic holiday symbols but are banned from displaying Christian symbols. 67 Certainly the court has defined neutrality in a way that acquiesces to one side of the argument about church Religious expression cannot be singled out for special restrictions not applicable to non-religious speech. Stated somewhat differently, expression cannot be restricted just because it involves religion. Any restriction would have to be based on generally applicable, content-neutral factors such as disruption to mission or adverse impact on good order and discipline. Religion-related restrictions would be appropriate if the expression could reasonably be regarded as suggesting Air Force endorsement of religion, superiors forcing subordinates to participate, listen, etc. Similarly, "evangelizing" (sharing one's faith) and "proselytizing" (inducing someone to convert to one's faith or cause) are free exercises of religion and cannot be singled out for special restrictions not applicable to non-religious speech. For example just as it is not wrong to share one's passion for sports there is nothing wrong with an Airman sharing his/her faith or inviting another co-worker to attend his/her place of worship. The active, interpersonal nature of evangelizing or proselytizing, however, makes it more likely (than display of religious items) to affect mission accomplishment and good order and discipline. 68 The above raises the question as to whether the AFI prohibition will stand the test of future legal challenges and reviews, or whether it will be judged as an overreaching policy that attempted to remove all risk by removing any related exercise of judgment from the commander. Proselytizing is indeed active and interpersonal but so might be talking about politics or the nature of the war we are engaged in presently.
Is it so much the nature of religious speech that has caused the focus or is it about the nature of the objections? Organizations such as the American Civil Liberty Union (ACLU; listed in numerous church and state cases) frequently attack in court the public exercise of religion, but do not engage over other moral offenses such as pornography.
Today's environment does not prohibit the students of our public schools from wearing shirts that portray "the butcher of La Cabana" (Che Guevara) but disallows the showing of religious symbols on clothes worn to school. 69 Our legal environment is admittedly unlikely to reverse itself; so it behooves commanders to understand not only the prohibitions but also their rights and the rights of their subordinates and coworkers. A confused or hostile legal environment should not determine a commander's options.
Rather, a commander should judge whether or not the practicing of one's religion would indeed affect mission accomplishment, morale, good order and discipline according to the AFI standard. The default is to approve requests for religious accommodation subject only to the limitations of military necessity. 70 16
Morale
In the Air Force profession, where core values are "Integrity First," "Service Before Self," and "Excellence in All We Do," morale is not only important, it is essential. 71 While General Patton may have stated that some did not run because "we were more afraid of our consciences than we were of the enemy," morale has been, in every era of warfare, desperately sought after and tenaciously held onto when obtained.
Morale is defined as confidence and zeal in the face of hardship and challenge.
Because it is an emotion, it is subjective. It is reliant on individual feelings and their perceptions about their sense of belonging and the trust they hold in their organization.
It is synonymous with esprit de corps. Clearly an individual with high morale feels included and valuable to the organization and enjoys a certain trust about that organization.
Unexpectedly perhaps, a connection has been found between the morale of individuals and their religiosity. In a recent study, called the Army's Excellence in Character, Ethics, and Leadership survey (EXCEL), the data found a high correlation between one's spirituality and one's resiliency, emotional stability, and positive effectivity. 72 Positive effectivity, as named in the study, speaks directly to morale and one's perceptions of contribution and worth as valued by the organization. The study indicates that those with stronger spiritual fitness have a higher perception of positive effectivity. The study drew a high correlation between a "hopeful outlook" and one's spirituality. 73 The EXCEL study shows that spirituality is experienced through religious identification. This may be an unpopular finding with modern authors who try to avoid the religious connection with spirituality under our current political and judicial environmental. Even though religion is not named in the definition of spirituality in the We can understand what the court's answers were to those questions above at least in 1824. Likewise, the House Judiciary Committee report in 1853 indicates:
[Religion] must be considered as the foundation on which the whole structure rests. . . . In this age there is no substitute for Christianity; that, in its general principles, is the great conservative element on which we must rely for the purity and permanence of free institutions. That was the religion of the founders of the republic, and they expected it to remain the religion of their descendents. Especially for those in authority, but also for all service members, there can be a tension between loyalty to the service and loyalty to one's God, given the religious roots of the United States. This can be doubly problematic for Christians who understand evangelism as a mandate for adherents. 84 AFI 1-1 raises the question of whether acts of personal religious piety will be discouraged or forbidden in public, as potentially subversive to morale, good order, and discipline.
Morale and Prayer
The prohibition about religious referrals and the basis of "religious neutrality" for commanders would reasonably include such activities as public prayer. Prayer has traditionally been included in many military ceremonies, and central at critical junctures of government and society. 85 In the EXCEL study, prayer showed a strong correlation to one's hopeful outlook and a soldier's morale when returning from the war. 86 have consistently used prayer during the most pivotal moments in American history, both private and public, to bolster troop morale. 87 Ross and Smith, in Under God, document that General Washington used prayer and continued the Biblical philosophy that "the prayer of a righteous man availeth much," and even combined that with a Biblical claim, "blessed is the nation who's God is the Lord" when he gave his public Thanksgiving Proclamation of prayer and fasting in 1789 to the fledgling nation. 88 Just prior to the bloody civil war battle at Gettysburg for the wheat field, the Irish Brigade knelt for chaplain-led prayer. 89 Any military policy that would limit prayer to a private, "don't ask-don't tell" status would undercut the effective power of the practice. 90 Once religion is relegated to the private conscience, it is largely relegated to the irrelevant-both as a belief system and as a subject of serious public discourse-according to German Theologian, Dietrich
Bonhoeffer. 91 General Marshall advocated that morale came from "the religious fervor of the soul" and stated:
It is the essential element of achieving military objectives, and is ignored at great peril, when soldiers hold only guns and orders, with no strength of virtue. . . . I look upon the spiritual life of the soldier as even more important than this physical equipment. . . .The soldier's heart, the soldier's spirit, the soldier's soul are everything. Unless the soldier's soul sustains him he cannot be relied on and will fail himself and his commander and his country in the end. 2) to be vigilant in inspecting the conduct of all persons who are placed under their command;
3) to guard against and suppress all dissolute and immoral practices, and to correct, according to the laws and regulations of the Air Force, all persons who are guilty of them; and 4) to take all necessary and proper measures, under the laws, regulations and customs of the Air Force, to promote and safeguard the morale, the physical well-being and the general welfare of the officers and enlisted persons under their command or charge.
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The historical standards for interpreting and applying these standards have without doubt evolved. Is today's commander being asked to interpret these standards, 23 define them and teach them mandated, explicitly secular way? This could be akin to asking a world-class sprinter to train fledgling athletes who were struggling with their speed, while prohibiting the trainer from using the very training practices and workout regimens that had been key for the sprinter's success. Not only does this approach seem to lack effectiveness, but it would seem to disempower those who are deeply religious. In agreement with George Marshall as stated in our opening epigraph, Dr.
James H. Toner notes, "It is not the principal task of the chaplain to be a command's moral educator. 97 Later in the same article he states,
Moral failures by the troops-think of any recent military scandal-are at heart leadership failures. More often than not that means someone in command failed to teach moral responsibility, perhaps thinking very mistakenly that such teaching belonged to the chaplain, or to a certain church, or to the troops' parents and high school teachers. Much of that is true, by the way, but it nevertheless does not relieve commanders from setting the right example by deed and by word.
The Basis of Moral Judgment
Moral judgment is for most people related to religious foundation. In their 1988
objection to a California school curriculum mandate, the ACLU argued: "It is our position that teaching that monogamous, heterosexual intercourse within marriage as a traditional American value is an unconstitutional establishment of a religious doctrine.
We believe [this bill] violates the First Amendment." 98 To their credit, the ACLU linked moral judgment to religious doctrine. Unsurprisingly, they then sought to have the related curriculum ruled unconstitutional.
The same tension exists in the profession of arms, if moral obligation and martial virtues are separated by fiat from any faith system. As we have already seen, this represents a sea change from the perspective of the founders and framers of our Constitution.
James McHenry, signer of the Constitution, Secretary of War, wrote:
The Holy Scriptures . . . can alone secure to society, order and peace, and to our courts of justice and constitution of government, purity, stability, and usefulness. In vain, without the Bible, we increase penal laws and draw entrenchments around our institutions. Bibles are strong entrenchments.
Where they abound, men cannot pursue wicked courses. 99 Similarly, Benjamin Rush, signer of the Declaration, stated, "Without this [religion] there can be no virtue, and without virtue there can be no liberty, and liberty is the object and life of all republican governments. Without the restraints of religion and social worship, men become savages." How does one determine whether a law is just or unjust? A just law is a man-made code that squares with the moral law or the law of God. An unjust law is a code that is out of harmony with the moral law. To put it in the terms of St. Thomas Aquinas: An unjust law is a human law that is not rooted in eternal law and natural law. Any law that uplifts human personality is just. A law that degrades human personality is unjust. All statues [for example] are unjust because segregation destroys the soul and damages the personality. At a minimum, we must take seriously the distance we have traveled from the concepts of natural law and the moral foundations of our fledgling republic. William
Blackstone, arguably the enduring authority on western legal philosophy in common law, advanced an understanding of natural law decisive for our nation's founding. 109 Peter Lillback, in George Washington's Sacred Fire, states the following:
Blackstone wrote, "Thus when the Supreme Being formed the Universe, and created matter out of nothing, He impressed certain principles upon that matter, from which it can never depart, and without which it would cease to be." These principles to which Blackstone refers are "the Law of Nature," which was "coequal with mankind and dictated by God himself." Blackstone sees natural law as the will of God that can be discerned from nature in general. But because of the sinfulness of man, because man's understanding was "full of ignorance and error," there was a need for revelation. The Bible was that revelation. "The doctrines thus delivered we call the revealed or divine law," Blackstone writes, "and they are to be found only in the Holy Scriptures." Thus, there is the law of nature (or natural law) and then there is the law known only by revelation as found in the Bible. Blackstone writes, "Upon these two foundations, the law of nature and the law of revelation, depend all human laws, that is to say, no human laws should be suffered to contradict these."
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Reframing natural law with secular, relative, multicultural values comes at a cost to the institution. Shifting foundations for law, regulation, and policy may not provide the solid structure for a secular curriculum for the commander or subordinate. This serves to prove that relativism is no standard at all but merely the altering of the norm to fit chosen behavior.
111
Whether chosen behavior is founded on a dynamic concept of evolution, or on humanistic moral philosophy, or on multicultural values, the anchor of moral standards will lose its traditional western moorings of religion and the institutional ship will change azimuth. If institutional morality is divorced from the public practice of religion by an Air Force Instruction, changing standards and definitions of moral character or good order and discipline will result. 112 
Conclusion
Certainly the fact that the services are spending so much more time on ethics training for each service member is a testimony to our changing societal norms and the failure of those norms to uphold moral standards that are required by the profession of arms. Depending upon one's views, it is either ironic or fitting that the former Air Force
Chief of Staff chose this time to codify secularist views and rule that a commander's discussion of spiritual welfare might degrade morale, good order and discipline.
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We have examined the constitutional history of such religious tension in the public sphere. In discovering a changing legal structure and the inconsistency of Because this modernist philosophy codified in our legal environment is progressive in nature and detached from the traditions and history of our founding, time will reveal the efficacy or inefficacy of this moral approach. Due to our history and current institutional social behavioral trends, it should have been recognized that the burden of proof for a changing standard remained with those advocating change. 7 A note here is in order in anticipation of an obvious objection to the paper's analysis. Only the Christian religion is dealt with here for several reasons. First, it only, is in any sense, the religion of our historical culture. Secondly, the Christian religion, the religion of our forefathers, is the foundation of our laws, morals, ethics, and mores. Last, because the majority of the American population identifies with the Christian religion, it alone is the target of the majority of the onslaught of lawsuits and poignantly was the target for those "offended" that led to the new Air Force Instruction under examination.
To give an historical example, the following excerpt is pulled from the House Judiciary Committee Report of 1853-1854: What is an establishment of religion? It must have a creed defining what a man must believe; it must have rites and ordinances which believers must observe; it must have ministers of defined qualifications to teach that doctrines and administer the rites; it must have tests for the submissive and administer the rites; it must have tests for the submissive and penalties for the nonconformist. There never was an established religion without all these. Had the people, during the Revolution, had a suspicion of any attempt to war against Christianity, that Revolution would have been strangled in its cradle. At the time of the adoption of the Constitution and the amendments, the universal sentiment was that Christianity should be encouraged, not any one sect [denomination] . Any attempt to level and discard all religion would have been viewed with universal indignation. . . . It [religion] must be considered as the foundation on which the whole structure rests. . . . In this age there is no substitute for Christianity; that, in its general principles, is the great conservative element on which we must rely for the purity and permanence of free institutions. That was the religion of the founders of the republic, and they expected it to remain the religion of their descendents. U.S. Congress 14 Actual phrase in letter to Danbury Baptists, January 1, 1802: "I contemplate with sovereign reverence that act of the whole American people which declared that their legislature should "make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof," thus building a wall of separation between Church 21 The reader will be reminded that Thomas Jefferson was not present at the constitutional convention, the ratifying conventions, or the congress that authored the Bill of Rights, to include the First Amendment. As written by Ross and Smith, "Chief Justice William Rehnquist noted, Jefferson is a "less than ideal source of contemporary history as to the meaning of the Religion Clauses of the First Amendment." Ross and Smith, Under God, xviii. 23 In an address to Cooper Institute, NY in 1860, Lincoln made a brilliant speech in the famous ongoing debate with Senator Douglas. Senator Douglas had used original intent of the founding fathers as an argument for the continuation of slavery in Federal Territories and had asserted that the Federal Government did not have jurisdiction over local authorities to prohibit slavery in said territories. Abraham Lincoln took up the challenge and insisted that Douglas was correct in assuming that original intent of the constitutional framers should answer the constitutional question at hand. The soon-to-be President used the Northwest Ordinance of 1787 as proof that the framers themselves did not intend to extend slavery or prohibit the federal government from taking jurisdiction over the slavery question in the Northwestern territories. He affirmed that the ordinance that was passed in 1787 by several of the signers of the constitution was consistent with the signer's intent. He then went on to affirm that in 1789, when the Bill of Rights congress was in session, they ratified the Northwest Ordinance unanimously proving their intent on the constitutional question. It is of more interest to us to apply the same argument as Lincoln, on the same Ordinance, with regards to the Founding 55 Wallace v. Jaffree, 472 U.S. 38, 107 (1985) , (Rehnquist, J., dissenting). Justice Rehnquist states in his dissent, "A State may lend to parochial school children geography textbooks that contain maps of the United States, but the State may not lend maps of the United States for use in geography class. A State may lend textbooks on American colonial history, but it may not lend a film of George Washington, or a film projector to show it in history class. A State may lend classroom workbooks, but may not lend workbooks in which the parochial school children write, thus rendering them nonreusable. A State may pay for bus transportation to religious schools but may not pay for bus transportation from the parochial school to the pubic zoo or natural history museum for a field trip. A State may pay for diagnostic services conducted in the parochial school but therapeutic services must be given in a different building; speech and hearing "services" conducted by the State inside the sectarian school are forbidden, but the State may conduct speech and hearing diagnostic testing inside the sectarian school. Exceptional parochial school students may receive counseling, but it must take place outside of the parochial school, such as in a trailer parked down the street. A State may give cash to a parochial school to pay for the administration of state-written tests and state ordered reporting services, but it may not provide funds for teacher-prepared test on secular subjects. Religious instruction may not be given in public school, but the public school may release students during the day for religion classes elsewhere, and may enforce attendance at those classes with its truancy laws." Quoted in Barton, Original Intent, 245.
Author's note: Neutrality rarely exists on either side of the question if at all. Those that sponsored the rental of the billboard to display the memo from General Schwartz are from the Military Religious Freedom Foundation. I do not think they would recognize any dilemma about ridding the Air Force of religious speech. Their website states, "The continued separation of church and state is the thin red line preventing our republic from devolving into a superstitious theocracy obsessed with fulfilling prophetic "End Times" eschatology. One has to wonder whether or not the safeguarding of the constitution by removal of religious connotations, doctrines, or beliefs from the Air Force Institution is the real motivating factor to their position. They may be motivated by their idea of the Christian religion being superstitious. Whether or not the Christian religion is superstitious is not the constitutional question, at least not framed publicly. Another description in his newsletter, website founder, Mikey Weinstein states, "…pervasive evangelical fundamentalist cancer spreading rapidly within the U.S. Military." And yet, in another segment he states, "those bible-thumping bigots." He outlines what he calls, "persistent exposure of their obscene anti-constitutional efforts." The question is not whether or not Mikey Weinstein read anything written by the founding fathers regarding the constitution while in law school. What is important is that the question of religious freedoms, establishment, and religious speech has been difficult for the courts to navigate and harder it seems for individuals on both sides of the issue. What complicates the subject is when those that are interested in the issue continue to cloak their dialogue in constitutional neutrality in attempt to give legitimacy to what may seem as a lack of religious tolerance to some or at least a disdain
